The spatial and temporal synchrony observed for many behaviors is often viewed as deriving from selection to swamp predators, ensuring that at least some individual prey survive. However, this adaptive explanation has rarely been put to experimental test. We conducted 2 field experiments to evaluate the importance of alternative mechanisms (predator swamping and prey switching) to explain synchronous emergence among nests by red-eared slider turtle hatchlings (Trachemys scripta elegans) that initiates the critical migration from nests to water. In the 1998 experiment, we released 1400 hatchlings simultaneously and allowed another 1400 hatchlings to emerge independently from artificial nests. Hatchlings emerging from nests were just as likely to be recaptured as those in the mass release. Moreover, survivorship was highest among nests whose hatchlings began emerging early compared with hatchlings that emerged from nests later during migration. In the 2006 experiment, we released 2 groups of 100 hatchlings 8 days apart and a third group of 300 hatchlings 13 days later. We recaptured more than twice as many hatchlings from the first group as from the similar sized second group and from the larger third group. If the predator swamping mechanism had been important, we should have seen improved survivorship for the hatchlings in the mass release in the first experiment and for hatchlings in the third group in the second experiment. Overall, the results reject predator swamping as an explanation. Our findings instead suggest that synchronous emergence of turtle hatchlings from nests across a population maximizes individual survival by minimizing exposure to prey-switching predators.
T he hypothesis that individuals of prey species can improve their fitness by synchronizing various aspects of their natural history is commonly advanced to explain the occurrence of synchronized activities (Krebs and Davies 1984; Alcock 1989 ). The explanation is that large numbers of prey species swamp the short-term capacity of predators to consume them before they disperse, inducing a dilution effect. As a consequence, a particular individual's chance of survival is improved (for a review, see Ims 1990) .
The theoretical basis for such predator swamping, however, requires some conditions that are seldom met. For instance, the predator should specialize on the prey species for predator swamping to improve survival chances of individual prey (Ims 1990) . Asynchronous activity of prey is typically favored when predators are generalists (Ims 1990 ). However, generalist predators can select for synchronized activity where prey switching occurs (Testa 2002) . Prey switching by generalist predators favors individual prey being first to perform the particular behavior due to the lag in time before predators switch to the new prey item (Ims 1990; Testa 2002) .
Despite widespread acceptance of the synchronicity hypothesis, most field studies of this phenomenon are observational. For instance, Ainley et al. (2005) found that either very small or very large Adelie penguin (Pygoscelis adeliae) colonies suffered less predation by leopard seals (Hydrurga leptonyx) than did medium-sized colonies. Brown CR and Brown MB (1987) did not detect similar disadvantages associated with colony size in cliff swallows (Hirundo pyrrhonota). They concluded that living in groups was probably not a major selective agent for the evolution of colonialism in this species. O'Donoghue and Boutin (1995) observed that juvenile hares (Lepus americanus) born close to the population mean reproductive timing had the highest survival rates. However, reproductive synchrony in other mammal species studied by them showed no effect on survival rate. Experimental tests of the synchronicity hypothesis are less common but intriguing. For instance, Devito et al. (1998) found that metamorphosis of western toads (Bufo boreas) was synchronized when gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis) predation was high, suggesting that predator swamping might be effective under these conditions. Predator swamping has also been suggested as the selective mechanism for some iconic turtle life-history traits, particularly nesting behavior and hatchling behavior. Synchronized nesting by sea turtles (i.e., arribadas) may be one example (Pritchard 1969) . In the olive ridley (Lepidochelys olivacea), first-night predation was higher for solitary nests compared with arribada nests (Eckrich and Owens 1995) . Tucker (1997) suggested that synchronous nesting in the red-eared slider (Trachemys scripta elegans) was a predator-swamping tactic. Besides nesting, turtle hatchlings also commonly have mechanisms promoting synchronous hatching (Spencer et al. 2001; Colbert 2006) as well as synchronized emergence from nests (DePari 1996; Tucker 1997 Tucker , 1999 Nagle et al. 2004 ; but see Houghton and Hays 2001; Kolbe and Janzen 2002) . Most predators on hatchling turtles are generalists (e.g., Janzen et al. 2000b ) so the factor responsible for synchronization may be prey switching rather than predator swamping (Ims 1990) .
We conducted 2 field experiments to explore mechanisms responsible for the observed synchronous hatchling activity so widely reported in turtles. These experiments were designed sequentially to test hypotheses related to the predator-swamping mechanism (1998 main objective) and the prey-switching mechanism (2006 main objective). We first tested the predator-swamping mechanism by simultaneously releasing large numbers of hatchling red-eared slider turtles (T. s. elegans) and allowing an equally large number of hatchling turtles to emerge from individual nests at a natural nesting area. If predator swamping is the primary mechanism selecting for hatchling synchronicity, the turtles in the mass release should have higher survival than those that emerged individually from nests.
The results of the first experiment led us to conduct a subsequent experiment to better test the importance of prey switching for hatchling fitness. To do so, we simulated pulses of hatchling T. s. elegans emerging from nests at the nesting area. The first ''release'' (the first group) was made coincident with the major emergence event of naturally incubated hatchling sliders at the field site. A second release (the second group) was performed 8 days after the first group. A third release with 3 times as many hatchlings as the first 2 releases was then conducted 13 days later (the large group). Based on theory, we expected that, if prey switching were more important, the first group would migrate from nest to water before the many generalist predators at the site had switched over from other prey. Therefore, this first group should exhibit higher survival than the second group, which presumably would be migrating when the generalist predators had switched to turtle hatchlings as prey items. Alternatively, if predator swamping were more important, we expected no difference in survival between the first and second groups but that the large group should have higher survivorship.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Field methods
The general field methods for both experiments (1998 and 2006) follow those described in detail in Janzen et al. (2000b) and Tucker (2000b) . Illustrations of the study area are presented in Tucker (1997 Tucker ( , 2000a and Janzen et al. (2007) . Briefly, a 285-m-long drift fence with 20 equally spaced pits was constructed between the upland nesting area and the Illinois River to collect the hatchling turtles. Hatchling T. s. elegans overwinter in the nest after hatching in the summer, emerging at the study site in greatest numbers in late April or early May (Tucker 1997) , with much smaller numbers captured generally across a 1-to 2-month period.
Hatchling turtles 1998
We selected 1400 hatchlings, derived from 399 clutches of eggs incubated in vermiculite at about ÿ150 kPa water potential (see Janzen et al. 2000b) , for placement in individual constructed nests in the fall of 1997. Hatchlings were weighed (to the nearest 0.01 g), had the plastron measured (to nearest 0.1 mm), and had their plastrons photocopied to allow identification at recapture. Then 14 turtles were selected haphazardly and placed into one of 100 holding jars for transport to the experimental site.
A second group of hatchlings was overwintered in an unheated room at ecologically realistic temperatures (Janzen et al. 2000b) . From this group, we selected another 1400 hatchlings, which were weighed, measured, and photocopied 2 days prior to the spring 1998 release.
Hatchling turtles 2006
As in the 1998 study, the experimental hatchlings were derived from 150 clutches of eggs collected from females on nesting forays in spring 2005. All eggs were again incubated on damp vermiculite in a common garden arrangement, as in the 1998 study. Hatchlings were overwintered under ecologically realistic conditions in the laboratory (Janzen et al. 2000b ) in advance of the spring 2006 releases.
Nest construction 1998
A 30-m-long trench was dug to a depth of about 30 cm on 10 October 1997. We created 100 nest cavities centered at 30 cm intervals, which were about the size of natural nests (Tucker 1997) . Fourteen slider hatchlings were placed into each cavity, approximating the typical clutch size at the study site (Tucker et al. 1998) . The trench was centered on pit 10 of the drift fence and 50 m from the fence. The drift fence remained throughout the fall and winter.
Hatchling release 1998
The drift fence was monitored daily from 15 March to detect initial hatchling emergence. Captured turtles were carefully compared with photocopies of the 1400 nest hatchlings, a method used with great success in prior studies at this site (e.g., Janzen et al. 2000b; Tucker 2000b ). Once we caught a number of natural hatchlings (i.e., neonates from natural nests) and experimental hatchlings (i.e., neonates from the constructed nests), we performed the mass release of 1400 more hatchlings at 0600 Central Daylight Time (CDT) on 4 May 1998 50 m from the drift fence ( Figure 1 ).
Hatchling release 2006
Five hundred individuals were selected haphazardly from 900 available hatchlings. The plastrons were scanned with a Hewlett-Packard Scanjet 3970 scanner so that recaptures could be individually identified. Then 200 hatchlings were divided into 2 groups containing 100 hatchlings each, and 300 hatchlings were selected for a third group. On 8 April 2006, all hatchlings were weighed to the nearest 0.01 g and carapace length was measured to the nearest 0.1 mm. The first 100 hatchlings (first group) were released at 0600 CDT on 12 April 2006. The second set of 100 hatchlings (second group) was released at 0600 CDT on 20 April 2006. The third group (large group) was released at 0600 CDT on 3 May 2006 ( Figure 1 ).
The releases of the first group and the second group were conducted similarly. Both groups were first divided into 10 plastic containers (16.5 3 26 3 6.3 cm) on the day of the release. These containers were then spaced 1 m apart on a line that was 50 m away from the drift fence. The large group of 300 hatchlings was equally divided into 30 containers, which were spaced in 3 rows of 10 containers 1 m apart. The rows were separated by 1 m and centered 50 m from the fence. Turtles were then placed on the ground and into the ''old-field'' vegetation at the site. The intention was to mimic emergence of neonates from natural nests, which usually contain 10-14 hatchlings and are spaced at variable distances from each other (Tucker 1997 ).
Statistics and hypotheses
We primarily relied on logistic regression in SAS (2000) to test hypotheses for both experiments. We used Wilcoxon rank-sum test or the Kruskal-Wallis test to compare means and analysis of covariance to test mass in some instances. We tested 2 predator-prey mechanisms with these experiments: 1) predator swamping and 2) prey switching. For the 1998 experiment, to support 1), survivorship of hatchlings in the mass release should be higher than that of turtles emerging individually from nests. To investigate 2) using the 1998 experiment, the turtles emerging individually from nests were divided into an early group and a late group based on the date that hatchlings from each nest started to be recaptured. Nests with one or more hatchlings captured prior to 5 May 1998 were considered to be early emerging nests; those that had all hatchlings captured after 4 May 1998 were designated late emerging nests. The prey-switching mechanism is supported by the 1998 experiment if survivorship were higher for hatchlings from early emerging nests compared with those from late emerging nests. The 2006 experiment was designed to better study prey switching. If prey switching is the primary mechanism selecting for synchronicity in hatchling emergence, then the first group released during the main movement of natural hatchlings in 2006 should have higher survivorship than the second group, presumably released after predators had switched to turtle hatchlings from alternative prey. If predator swamping is more important, then the large group released last should have a survivorship advantage over the first 2 groups due to its tripled sample size. Finally, we calculated standardized selection gradients (b#) as in Janzen et al. (2000b) , to quantify the strength of linear selection on hatchling body size in the experimental groups and thereby gain additional insight into the potential operation of the 2 predator-prey mechanisms.
RESULTS
Predator swamping 1998
Some hatchlings that we released were recaptured (¼recaptured) and were known to have survived. Others were found dead (¼killed). Nearly all hatchlings found dead appeared to have been killed by predators rather than being lost to desiccation (Janzen et al. 2007 ). These hatchlings most often have the head and spine removed or occasionally have the plastron torn open. A third group includes hatchlings that were not recovered and were of unknown fate (¼unknown). The first step in the analysis was to test the predator-swamping hypothesis. If hatchlings in the mass release had higher survivorship than those emerging from the nests, then this hypothesis would be supported. In this analysis, the release type (mass vs. nest) was a class variable. The status of the hatchling (recaptured or not recaptured [¼unknown 1 killed]) was the response variable. Body mass at release was the covariate. Release mass was associated with survivorship (chi square ¼ 33.89, P , 0.0001, 1 degrees of freedom [df] ). Heavier hatchlings were more likely to be recaptured than lighter ones. However, release type was not associated with recapture (chi square ¼ 1.09, P ¼ 0.2975, 1 df). Hatchlings emerging independently from nests were as likely to be recaptured as those in the mass release. Thus the predator-swamping hypothesis was not supported.
In this first analysis, we simplified the logistic regression by lumping hatchlings that were killed with hatchlings whose fate we did not know (sensu Janzen et al. 2000a Janzen et al. , 2007 . However, the proportion of killed hatchlings in the mass release was nearly twice as high as it was for the turtles emerging from nests (11.57% vs. 6.29%, respectively). We thus repeated the logistic regression comparing hatchlings that were recaptured to those that were certainly killed. In this analysis, the class variable was significant (chi square ¼ 24.59, P ¼ , 0.0001). That is, more mass-release turtles were found killed than were turtles that emerged from nests. This finding also contradicts the predator-swamping hypothesis.
Predator swamping 2006
Logistic regression using the 3 release groups (first, second, and large) also did not support the predator-swamping hypothesis. Both release mass (chi square ¼ 9.70, P ¼ 0.0018) and group (chi square ¼ 29.30, P , 0.0001) were significant factors. Heavier turtles were again more likely to be recaptured. However, if predator swamping were the mechanism behind the difference detected, then the large group should have the highest recapture rate. Instead, the first group had more than double the recapture rate of either of the other 2 groups (56% vs. 23%). Here, we were only able to compare recaptured turtles to those not recaptured because no dead hatchlings were found in this release.
Prey switching 1998
Logistic regression using all 3 response variables (recaptured, killed, and unknown) found that hatchlings from the early emerging nests and those from the late emerging nests were equally likely to be recaptured (chi square ¼ 0.6074, P ¼ 0.4358) and that heavier hatchlings were more likely to be recaptured (chi square ¼ 3.99, P ¼ 0.0458). However, the late group had more hatchlings killed than the early group (7.6% vs. 5.1%). The logistic regression was rerun with only 2 response variables (recaptured vs. not recaptured). In this analysis, early emerging hatchlings were more likely to be recaptured than late emerging hatchlings (chi square ¼ 5.61, P ¼ 0.0178), and the advantage for heavier hatchlings over lighter ones was even stronger (chi square ¼ 6.61, P ¼ 0.0101). When logistic regression was used to compare recaptured hatchlings versus those found killed, early and late emerging hatchlings differed (chi square ¼ 5.65, P ¼ 0.0175), supporting the idea that late emerging hatchlings experienced prey switching.
The mass-release hatchlings were also at a disadvantage compared with early emerging hatchlings. Logistic regression using recaptured versus not recaptured as response variables was significant (chi square ¼ 5.46, P ¼ 0.0195), as was mass at release (chi square ¼ 32.42, P , 0.0001). Heavier hatchlings had a survival advantage, as did hatchlings emerging from nests early compared with lighter hatchlings and those in the mass release. Comparison of hatchlings emerging late from nests and the mass-release hatchlings provided consistent results. Hatchlings emerging late from nests and hatchlings in the mass release did not differ in recapture likelihood (chi square ¼ 0.2241, P ¼ 0.6359). Heavier hatchlings retained their survival advantage (chi square ¼ 34.43, P , 0.0001). Because the late emerging hatchlings and mass-release hatchlings began migration well after the early emerging hatchlings, their reduced recapture rates relative to the early emerging hatchlings support a prey-switching mechanism.
Selection 1998
The standardized selection gradient for body size was strongest in the mass-release hatchlings (b# ¼ 0.155). It was nearly 3 times stronger than the selection gradient for body mass in the early emerging hatchlings (b# ¼ 0.0546) and twice as strong as the value for body mass in late emerging hatchlings (b# ¼ 0.0756). The selection gradient for early emerging hatchlings was not significantly different from 0, indicative of its weakness.
Prey switching 2006
To test the prey-switching mechanism, the recapture rates for the first and second groups have to be compared. Presumably, because the 2 had the same numbers of hatchlings, there would be no differential predator-swamping effect. Thus, the groups should not differ unless timing of migration is important to survival. Recapture likelihood was again positively predicted by release mass in the logistic regression (chi square ¼ 5.92, 1 df, P ¼ 0.0150) but so was group (chi square ¼ 20.77, 1 df, P , 0.0001). Hatchlings that were heavier at release had a small advantage compared with those that weighed less at release. Turtles were statistically much more likely to be recaptured if they were part of the first group regardless of release mass. This result is consistent only with expectations from a prey-switching mechanism.
Selection 2006
In this experiment, standardized selection gradients for body size were less useful because estimates for the first and second groups did not differ significantly from 0. However, both approached significance (first, P ¼ 0.0572; second, P ¼ 0.1174). The selection gradient for the large group was significant (P ¼ 0.0488). The standardized selection gradient was highest in the second group (b# ¼ 0.288), almost twice the value of the gradient for the first group (b# ¼ 0.165). The standardized selection gradient for body mass in the large group (b# ¼ 0.211) was less than that in the second group but greater than that in the first group. The difference between the first group and the other groups supports a prey-switching mechanism because selection is relaxed in the first group compared with either of the other groups.
DISCUSSION
Predator swamping is typically invoked, even if only implicitly, as an explanation for temporal and spatial synchrony in behavior among individuals in a population, except for some reproductive aggregations. Among these instances where per capita predation is presumably diluted by synchrony are included the iconic arribada nesting of sea turtles and the intriguing behavioral synchrony of hatchling turtles in nests. Still, surprisingly few such perfectly plausible adaptive claims are supported by experimental evidence (but see, e.g., Sweeney and Vannote 1982) . The findings from our field experiments match with predictions if the predator-swamping mechanism is not important and if, instead, prey switching underpins selection for synchronicity among nests in emergence of hatchling turtles for migration to water.
We know that turtles tend to hatch synchronously in nests (Spencer et al. 2001; Colbert 2006) and that hatchlings typically emerge from nests in pulses, that is, their emergences are also synchronous among nests (Tucker 1997) . Thus, it is not unreasonable to interpret these observations in the context of predator swamping. We tried to swamp predators by releasing 1400 hatchlings at the site in a single mass release in the 1998 experiment. This sample size is far above the usual number of neonatal turtles migrating at the site. We recaptured 293 massrelease hatchlings on 7 May 1998, which is more than 2.6 times as many as the largest known number of natural hatchlings migrating on a single day from 1995 to present (111 caught on 7 May 2000). Despite this large infusion of experimental hatchlings, we still found no support for the predator-swamping hypothesis.
We found instead that hatchlings emerging from nests, and particularly those emerging early, had the highest survivorship in the 1998 experiment. The difference was substantial. Early emerging hatchlings had a 6.1% advantage compared with late emerging hatchlings and a 4.3% advantage compared with hatchlings in the mass release. This finding is in accord with a prey-switching interpretation. Individual prey that are first to perform the particular behavior may have better chances for survival due to the lag in time before predators switch to the new prey item (Ims 1990; Testa 2002) . The initial survival advantage of early emerging hatchlings more than canceled out any advantage that may have been conferred by the large number of mass-release hatchlings. This initial survival advantage translates into reduced standardized selection gradients for the early emerging hatchlings. The result is that selection for larger hatchlings is relaxed when hatchling emergence among nests is synchronized and early. The converse is that small hatchlings would benefit the most from early emergence because they need more time to migrate than larger ones (sensu Janzen et al. 2007 ).
In the 2006 experiment, we recaptured more than twice as many hatchlings from the first group than we did from the second group. Importantly, when we tried to swamp predators with the release of the large group, which contained 3 times as many hatchlings, survivorship was identical to that in the second group and statistically lower than in the first group. Apparently, the bulk of the 400 hatchlings from the second group and the large group was lost to predation, as would be expected had the many avian predators (see Janzen et al. 2000a Janzen et al. , 2000b switched to looking for young turtles after their initiation of the annual migration from nests to water.
Generalist predators that could select for synchronicity appeared frequently and daily at the site. Of particular note, by the second day of the 1998 mass-release experiment, and after the third day of the 2006 experiment, large (201) mixed groups of red-winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) and American crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos) were observed foraging at the site. These birds in varying numbers were then present daily during both experiments. These and other generalist avian predators were observed in similar numbers to those reported by Janzen et al. (2000a Janzen et al. ( , 2000b during an experiment in 1995 at the same site.
Although our findings match with a prey-switching mechanism, other explanations are possible, especially for the 2006 experiment with its more extended timing of releases. One could maintain, for example, that hatchlings from the late group did so poorly in 2006 because they were released at a biologically inappropriate time (but see Figure 1 ). Was the low recapture rate caused by variable meteorological conditions rather than differential predation rates? The early and second groups had 0.95 cm of rainfall during the 8 days after the release dates, whereas the third group had 5.4 cm of rainfall. The mean of the daily average temperature recorded 16 km east of the study site during these same periods was 17.9°C for the first group, 15.1°C for the second group, and 15.5°C for the large group. Although not statistically different (Kruskal-Wallis, chi square ¼ 5.45, 2 df, P ¼ 0.0656), the lower observed temperatures should have aided migration in the second group and the large group because hatchlings prefer cooler temperatures for migration (Tucker 1997; Kolbe and Janzen 2002 ), although we cannot rule out that cooler temperatures during the latter 2 releases somehow rendered those hatchlings more susceptible to predation. Still, rainfall was plentiful during the large group release: rainfall is an important cue for hatchling activity (Tucker 1997 (Tucker , 1999 and such moist conditions minimize water loss by neonatal turtles (Finkler et al. 2000; Kolbe and Janzen 2002) . Indeed, turtles from all 3 groups lost about the same amount of mass while migrating (results not shown), suggesting that hydric conditions were sufficiently similar. Hence, weather conditions were probably not the underlying cause of the difference in survival between the early group and second and large groups in the 2006 experiment.
Differences between the groups in the 1998 experiment were anticipated, and we initiated the mass-release portion of the experiment on the day where hatchlings from the first half of the nests were known to have emerged (Figure 1 ). Even with this large infusion of hatchlings, the turtles emerging late from nests had no survival advantage despite the huge number of hatchlings we had just released. If predator swamping was a factor for slider hatchlings, these late emerging hatchlings should have had a large advantage. Similarly, the large group released in 2006 had fully 3 times as many hatchlings as the first 2 groups. Despite this, no advantage accrued to those large group hatchlings, either. Thus, even massive numbers of prey had no positive effect on individual survivorship. Our experiments indicate that the main factor increasing survivorship is timing of emergence.
The environmental cues that allow hatchling turtles to accurately settle on a particular day for emergence from nests have been observed (e.g., DePari 1996; Tucker 1999; Nagle et al. 2004) . Variation in the local environment around each nest (differences in surrounding vegetation, slope, aspect, etc.) (e.g., Kolbe and Janzen 2002) likely generates a substantial fraction of the variation in timing of emergence among nests in a population by altering nest microclimates (e.g., Weisrock and Janzen 1999) . However, a proximate behavioral response to such cues alone does not expose the underlying evolutionary mechanism for the synchronicity. Theoretically, in a complex environment where most predators are generalists, asynchronous emergence of prey should be favored by selection (Ims 1990; Testa 2002) . The key question is could predators elicit the large difference in recapture rates in our experiments? Scaring away predatory birds from migrating hatchlings more than doubled the recapture rate (72.4% vs. 34.9%) in a previous release experiment conducted at this same site with the same species (Janzen et al. 2000a ). The survival rates in the present experiments are thus reasonable in comparison to our previous field experiments, which reflects activities of natural predators at the site. Furthermore, although the large scale of our studies made replicates unfeasible to perform in a particular emergence season, the consistent demonstration of the selective advantage of early emergence in 2 different years indicates that prey switching by generalist predators, rather than predator swamping, selects for synchronous emergence of turtle hatchlings from nests across the population.
We do not, however, completely dismiss the effect of selection from the predator-swamping mechanism on synchronicity of emergence. The results of the 2006 experiment show that, in years where emergence is irregular, being late but emerging simultaneously with many other hatchlings is somewhat advantageous. Nonetheless, in that experiment and the 1998 experiment, emerging first was the most important factor in survivorship. Similarly, we cannot entirely rule out the occurrence of predator swamping at the subsequent aquatic lifehistory stage as a potential driver of synchronicity of hatchling emergence from nests. In sea turtles, for example, where most hatchlings have a relatively short terrestrial phase before reaching the water, such a mechanism could conceivably operate with near-shore aquatic predators. However, in species like T. s. elegans where neonates make long terrestrial migrations from nests to water, few individuals survive this journey so a pool of prey of sufficient magnitude that could swamp predators in the aquatic environment is unlikely to be generated (Figure 1) .
Our results may also provide an explanation for the findings of experiments examining hatching synchrony in turtles. In both studies, the authors obtained evidence that experimentally slowed embryos hatched sooner than controls when placed adjacent to more developmentally advanced sibling embryos, but that the more advanced embryos never slowed down their development to accommodate their slowed sibling embryos (Spencer et al. 2001; Colbert 2006) . In other words, slowed embryos ''catch up,'' but advanced embryos do not ''wait.'' These developmental patterns make sense if early synchronous emergence from nests is favored by selection (in accordance with prey switching) rather than delayed synchronous emergence (in accordance with predator swamping).
CONCLUSION
Temporal and spatial synchrony has been noted for a variety of behaviors, from calling frogs to swimming schools of fish to colony formation in birds and even to flowering events in plant populations. The sheer magnitude and diversity of such synchronous events and their plausible links to fitness have led many to consider these behaviors to be unquestionably adaptive. Despite limitations, our field experiments reveal that only prey switching can explain synchronous emergence among nests of slider turtle hatchlings. Regardless, further field experiments on this and other systems are needed to provide more substantive rigor to this important area of behavioral ecology and evolution.
